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Remarks 

Applicant has reviewed the Office Action dated as mailed August 19, 2004 and the 
documents cited therewith. After the above amendments have been made, the present application 
contains claims 1-27. Claims 1, 13, 16-18 and 25 have been amended. Claim 15 has been canceled. 

Correction of the Specification 
The abstract of the disclosure was objected to because the abstract should avoid phrases 
which can be implied, such as "The disclosure concerns," The disclosure describes," etc. The 
abstract has been amended to delete the language "are disclosed." 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 
Claims 1-12, and 25-27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by 

Durston et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0130849 Al), hereinafter "Durston". 

Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for pointing out that claims 15-19 would be 

allowable if rewritten independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 

intervening claims. 

Regarding the 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection of claim 1 as being anticipated by Durston, claim 
1 has been amended to recite: 

"continuing to receive wildcards until receiving a first digit; and 

searching any numbers stored in a device to form a match list including any stored numbers 
matching the at least one digit or sequence of digits and wildcards." 

In contrast, Durston teaches an interactive dialogue apparatus that generates interactive voice 
prompts and receives voice responses which the apparatus processes and stores and generates 
additional prompts based on the received responses and a state history. The "?" in the state 
expression of Durston (page 5, paragraphs 103-104) represent a wildcard that may be any value to 
define a particular state corresponding to a prompt or interactive voice response to be provided by 
the apparatus, such as those indicated in paragraphs 0100-0103 on page 5 of Durston. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the wildcard in Durston does not form part of a sequence of wildcards and 
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digits used to search phone numbers stored in a device as provided by the present invention as 
recited in claim 1 . Additionally, Durston does not teach or suggest continuing to receive wildcards 
until a first digit is received. There is no reason for the apparatus of Durston to receive additional 
digits because Durston does not teach or suggest searching for a corresponding sequence of 
numbers and wildcards. The digit or wildcard in Durston are only used to define a state 
corresponding to a particular prompt. Further, Durston does not teach or suggest searching any 
numbers stored in a device to form a match list, wherein the match list includes any stored numbers 
matching the at least one digit or the sequence of digits and wildcards. 

For all of the reasons discussed above, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is 
patentably distinguishable over Durston, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §102 
rejection of claim 1 is respectfully requested. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 2, the Office Action cited page 7, paragraph 131 of Durston 

as teaching displaying the match list. Page 7, paragraph 131 of Durston recites: 

"Assuming that neither of these events occurs, the recognizer and classifier configuration 
required for the next prompt is determined at 21 1. Here the dialogue manager searches the 
prompt store to find the entry having the longest match to the contents of the history store 
and for which any conditions contained in the entry are satisfied. At step 212 the prompt is 
delivered to the synthesiser 12 and the configuration loaded into the recogniser 10 and 
classifier 6 ready for the next user input. The process then returns to step 200, to await the 
user's response." 

Applicant respectfully submits that there is no teaching or suggestion in paragraph 131 on Page 7 of 
Durston of displaying a match list as provided by the present invention in claim 2. In paragraph 
131, Durston is teaching matching prompts or entries in a prompt store to contents in a history store 
of a dialogue between the interactive dialogue apparatus and a user or caller to determine the next 
prompt for the interactive dialogue apparatus. There is no mention or suggestion of displaying a 
match list of numbers as in claim 2. 

Additionally, claim 2 depends directly from independent claim 1 and by virtue of that 
dependency, claim 2 contains all of the features of claim 1. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 2 is patentably distinct over Durston, for all of the reasons discussed, and 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection of claim 2 is respectfully solicited. 
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Turning now to the rejection of dependent claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being 

anticipated by Durston, the office action cited page 5, paragraph 0097 and page 2, paragraph 0047 

in rejecting claim 3. Durston on page 5, 0097 recites: 

"Where the syntax is the state history to be matched, a fullstop, the prompt 
template, a vertical bar and then finally a cost value (to be discussed later). 
The first example shows a default prompt template for stateO. The second 
example shows that when stateO has been visited twice for example if the 
user says nothing or when the user's utterance is rejected (i.e. contains no 
successfully extracted information), a different prompt is used. ..." 

And Durston on page 2, paragraph 0047 recites: 

"The disc store 105 contains a number of programs which can be loaded into 
the memory and executed by the processor 102, namely a conventional 
operating system 112, and a program 113 which provides an interactive voice 
response apparatus for call steering using a natural language interface." 

In contrast, claim 3 recites: 

"ending the search in response to one of: 

no stored numbers matching the at least one digit or the sequence of digits or wildcards; 
a displayed number being selected; 

a predetermined time period elapsing without an action by a user; 

a predetermined number of digits or digits and wildcards being entered; and 

a user aborting the search." 

Comparing the recitations above from Durston and claim 3, Applicant respectfully submits 
that there is no teaching or suggestion in Durston of the features provided by the present invention 
as recited in claim 3. Additionally, claim 3 depends directly from independent claim 1, and by 
virtue of that dependency contains all of the features of claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits that claim 3 is patentably distinguishable over Durston, and reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of claim 3 is respectfully requested. 

Turning now to the rejection of claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated by 

Durston, the office action cited on page 2, paragraph 0049 in rejecting claim 4. Page 2, paragraph 

0049 of Durston recites: 

"The recognizer 10 analyses the received speech utterance and 
provides as an output a representation of sequences of words or sub-words 
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which most closely resemble the received speech utterance. The 
representation is assumed, in this example, to consist of the most likely 
sequence of words or sub-words: . . 

In contrast, claim 4 recites: 

"performing an intelligent pre-match before displaying any stored numbers 
matching the at least one digit or the sequence of digits and wildcards." 

In comparing page 2, paragraph 0049 of Durston to claim 4, Applicant respectfully submits that 

there is no teaching or suggestion in Durston of the features recited in claim 4. Additionally, claim 

4 depends directly from independent claim 1 and by virtue of that dependency contains all of the 

features of claim 1. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 4 is also patentably 

distinguishable over Durston, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection of 

claim 4 is respectfully solicited. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated by Durston, 

the office action cited page 5, paragraph 0105 in rejecting claim 5. Page 5, paragraph 0105 of 

Durston recites: 

"This mechanism can be further extended by allowing regular 
expressions patterns to be used in the rules to match the state sequence as 
a single expression rather than a sequence of expressions. A simple way 
to implement this is to match each state pattern defined in a rule, one at a 
time, against the current state history list in a single regular expression 
match. This may be achieved by representing the state history as a 
concatenated list of state names delimited by the same delimiter character 
used in the prompt selection rule descriptions (a colon is used in the 
examples)...." 

In contrast, claim 5 recites: 

"displaying the match list in a predetermined order." 

Applicant respectfully submits that in comparing page 5, paragraph 0105 of Durston to claim 5, 
Durston does not teach or suggest the features of the present invention as recited in claim 5. 
Furthermore, claim 5 depends directly from claim 1, and by virtue of that dependency contains all of 
the features of claim 1. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 5 is patentably distinct 
over Durston, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of claim 5 is 
respectfully solicited. 
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With respect to the rejection of claim 6 as being anticipated by Durston under 35 U.S.C. 
§102, the office action cited page 3, paragraph 0056 in rejecting claim 6. In comparing page 3, 
paragraph 0056 of Durston to claim 6, Applicant respectfully submits that there is no teaching or 
suggest in Durston of displaying the match list in an order corresponding to a position of the at least 
one digit or sequence of digits and wildcards in any stored numbers. Additionally, claim 6 depends 
directly from independent claim 1. By virtue of that dependency, claim 6 contains all of the features 
of claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 6 is, therefore, also patentably 
distinguishable over Durston, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of 
claim 6 is respectfully solicited. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 7 as being anticipated by Durston under 35 U.S.C. §102, 
the office action cited page 7, paragraphs 0130-0131 in rejecting claim 7. In comparing paragraphs 
0130-0131 to claim 7, Applicant respectfully submits that there is no teaching or suggestion in 
Durston of displaying the match list in the order that the at least one digit or sequence of digits and 
wildcards are positioned from left to right in any stored numbers as provided by the present 
invention as recited in claim 7. Additionally, claim 7 depends directly from claim 1, and by virtue 
of that dependency, contains all of the features of claim 1. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 7 is also patentably distinguishable over Durston, and reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection of claim 7 is respectfully solicited. 

Turning now to the rejection of claim 8 under 35 U.S.C.§102 as being anticipated by 

Durston, the office action cited page 2, paragraph 0048 in rejecting claim 8. Page 2, paragraph 0048 

of Durston recites: 

"The program 113 operates in accordance with the architecture 
represented by the functional block diagram shown in FIG. 2. A user's 
speech utterance (received by the network card 111 of FIG. 1) is fed to a 
speech recogniser 10. The received speech utterance is analyzed by the 
recogniser 10 with reference to a language model 22, which is one of a 
plurality (not shown) of possible language models. The language model 
22 represents sequences of words or sub-words which can be recognised 
by the recogniser 10 and the probability of these sequences occurring." 

In contrast, claim 8 recites: 

"displaying only one stored number of a group of stored numbers in the 
match list that are variations of a same phone number." 
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Comparing claim 8 to paragraph 0048 recited from Durston above, Applicant respectfully submits 
that there is no teaching or suggestion in Durston of the features of claim 8. Additionally, claim 8 
depends directly from claim 1, and because of that dependency, claim 8 contains all of the features 
of claim 1. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 8 is patentably distinct over 
Durston, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of claim 8 is respectfully 
requested. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. §102, as being anticipated by Durston, 
the office action cited page 6, paragraph 01 19 in rejecting claim 9. Comparing paragraph 01 19 of 
Durston to claim 9, Applicant respectfully submits that Durston does not teach or suggest that 
searching is accomplished at least in part by searching a call list, a missed call list and a phonebook 
as recited in claim 9. Furthermore, claim 9 depends directly from claim 1 . As a result of that 
dependency, claim 9 includes all of the features of claim 1. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 9 is, therefore, patentably distinct over Durston, and reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of claim 9 is respectfully requested. 

Turning now to the rejection of claim 10 as being anticipated by Durston under 35 U.S.C. 
§102, the office action cited pages 8-9, paragraphs 0163-0165 and page 2, paragraph 0051 in 
rejecting claim 10. In reviewing the cited paragraphs of Durston, Applicant respectfully submits 
that Durston does not teach or suggest the features of the present invention as recited in claim 10. 
Furthermore, claim 10 depends directly from claim 1 and by virtue of that dependency contains all 
of the features of claim 1. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 10 is patentably 
distinguishable over Durston, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of 
claim 10 is solicited. 

With respect to the rejection of claim 1 1 as being anticipated by Durston under 35 U.S.C. 
§102, claim 1 1 depends directly from claim 1. By virtue of that dependency, claim 1 1 contains all 
of the features of claim 1. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 1 is patentably 
distinguishable over Durston, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection of 
claim 1 1 is respectfully solicited. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated by Durston, 
the office action cited page 2, paragraph 0047-0049 in rejecting claim 12. In comparing paragraph 
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0047-0049 to claim 12, Applicant respectfully submits that there is no teaching or suggestion in 
Durston of "selecting a search-by-number feature from a menu by voice activation." Therefore, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claim 12 is patentably distinct over Durston, and reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of claim 12 is solicited. 

Regarding the rejection of independent claim 25 under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated 
by Durston, the office action cited page 6, paragraphs 01 18-01 19 and page 5, paragraphs 0097-0105 
in rejecting claim 25. As previously discussed, the wildcards in Durston define a state 
corresponding to a particular prompt or a response in an interactive dialog apparatus. Durston does 
not teach or suggest receiving at least one digit or a sequence of digits and wildcards and searching 
any numbers stored in a device to form a match list including any stored numbers matching the at 
least one digit or sequence of digits and wildcards as provided by the present invention as recited in 
claim 25. 

Additionally, claim 25 has been amended to recite: 
" receiving any additional entries; 

repeating receiving any additional entries until a digit is received; and 
searching the match list for numbers matching a sequence of entered digits 
and wildcards." 

Applicant respectfully submits and as indicated in the office action on page 10, paragraph or item 
number 7 under "Allowable Subject Matter", the documents of record in the present application do 
not teach or suggest the features recited in amended claim 25. For all of the reasons discussed, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claim 25 is patentably distinguishable over the documents of 
record, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of claim 25 is respectfully 
requested. 

With respect to the rejection of claims 26 and 27 as being anticipated by Durston under 35 

U.S.C. §102, claims 26 and 27 recite additional features, which as discussed above, further 

patentably distinguish over Durston. Namely, claim 26 recites: 

"displaying the match list." 

And claim 27 recites: 

"performing an intelligent pre-match before displaying any stored 
numbers matching the at least one digit or the sequence of digits 
and wildcards." 
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Additionally, claims 26 and 27 depend either directly or indirectly from independent claim 25, and 
by virtue of that dependency, contain all of the feature of claim 25. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits that claims 26 and 27 are also patentably distinguishable over Durston, and 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 102 rejection of these claims is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S. C. $103 

Claims 13-14, and 20-24 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Durston in view of Brown, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,026,398), hereinafter "Brown". Turning 

initially to the rejection of independent claim 13, Applicant wishes to thank the examiner again for 

indicating that claims 15-19 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 

limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Pursuant to the examiner's suggestion, 

independent claim 13 has been amended to include the features of claims 15: 

"receiving an additional entry, if the first entry is a wildcard; 

repeating receiving an additional entry until a digit is received; 

searching any stored numbers to form a match list including any of the stored 

numbers with a digit in a first position and higher order positions in a sequence of 

digits forming each stored number; and 

searching the match list for numbers matching a sequence of 

entered digits and wildcards in response to receiving each 

additional entry that is a digit." 

Applicant respectfully submits and as indicated on page 10 of the office action at paragraph or item 
No. 7, there is no teaching or suggestion in Durston or Brown of the features provided by the 
present invention as provided in amended claim 13. Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 13, as amended, is patentably distinguishable over the cited documents, and 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 13 is respectfully solicited. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over 
Durston in view of Brown, claim 14 recites an additional feature which further patentably 
distinguishes over the cited documents. Additionally, claim 14 depends directly from claim 13, and 
because of that dependency, contains all of the features of claim 13. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfully submits that claim 14 is also patentably distinguishable over Durston and Brown, and 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 103 rejection of the claim 14 is respectfully solicited. 
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Turning now to the rejection of claims 20-24 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable 

over Durston in view of Brown, independent claim 20 has been amended to recite: 

"means for receiving an additional entry; 

means for repeating receiving an additional entry until a digit is 

received; and 

means for searching the match list for numbers matching a 
sequence of entered digits and wildcards." 

Thus, claim 20 has been amended to recite features similar to those recited in amended claim 13 
which are submitted to patentably distinguish over the documents of record as indicated in the 
office action. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 20 is also 
patentably distinct over the cited documents, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 103 
rejection of claim 20 is respectfully requested. 

With respect to the rejection of claims 21-24 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable 
over Durston in view of Brown, claims 21-24 contain additional features which further patentably 
distinguish over the cited documents. Additionally, these claims depend directly from independent 
claim 20, and by virtue of that dependency, contain all of the features of claim 20. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 21-24 are also patentably distinguishable over Durston 
and Brown, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 103 rejection of these claims is 
respectfully requested. 

Allowable Submit Matter 

Claims 15-19 were objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim but were 
indicated as being allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. Claim 15 depended directly from independent claim 13 and 
claim 13 has been amended to include all of the features of dependent claim 15 as discussed above. 
Claim 15 has been canceled. Accordingly, as discussed above, claim 13 now patentably 
distinguishes over the cited documents. 

With respect to the objection of claims 16-19, these claims have been amended to depend 
either directly or indirectly from claim 13. By virtue of that dependency, these claims contain all of 
the features of independent claim 13. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that these claims 
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also patentably distinguish over the documents of record, and reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
objection as to these claims is respectfully solicited. 



Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, the Applicant respectfully submits that all of the claims in the 
present application are in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejections and allowance of the claims at the earliest possible date are respectfully solicited. 

If the Examiner has any questions about the present Amendment or anticipates finally 
rejecting any claim of the present application, a telephone interview is requested. 

If necessary, please charge any additional fees or credit overpayment to Deposit Account 
No. 13-4365. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Karin Spalink 

(Applicant) 

Date: 0<XA } TLbb^l By: Ql^-J*^ , X \\(V**^ 

Charles L. Moore 
Registration No. 33,742 

Moore & Van Allen 
2200 West Main Street 
Suite 800 

Durham, NC 27705 
Telephone: (919) 286-8000 
Facsimile: (919) 286-8199 
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